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SYNOPSIS

On July 10, 2012, U.S. EPA CID Special Agent (SA)_ mterviewed

Deputy Director, Detroit Water & Sewerage Department (DWSD) regarding ¢ertain
contracts awarded during the Mayoral Administration. has been
mterviewed previously by SA and FBI SA re being promoted
to Deputy Dh‘ectorm was the Manager of the Contracts and Grants group at the DWSD.

DETAILS
On July 10, 2012, U.S. EPA CID Special Agent (SA)_ mterviewed
Deputy Director, Detroit Water & Sewerage Department (DWSD) regarding €ertdin
contracts awarded during the Mayoral Administration. has been
mterviewed previously by SA and FBI SA re being promoted
to Deputy Director was the Manager of the Contracts and Grants group at the DWSD. Also
present during the 1 ew was Assistant U.S. Attorney (AUSA) Jennifer Blackwell.
provided the following information:

CM 2007 Automated Water Meters contract was originally put out under the
Mayoral Administration and when_ was the DWSD Director. was the
Contracts and Grants manager when the original contract was put out for bid. ABB was the
contractor which was to be awarded the contract but DWSD staff could not agree on what type of
system to use. The members of the evaluation committee wanted to go forward with a fixed base
system, meaning that the readings were remotely taken and sent to the DWSD via radio tower. The
Director and Deputy Director wanted to sue a drive by system, where a DWSD employee would
drive down the street and a system in the vehicle would receive readings from the residential units.
The impetus behind putting this contract out for bid was that the existing meters needed to be
replaced given their age; were not recording properly and thus were costing the DWSD money in
missed readings.

In 2003 when was the Contracts and Grants manager the request for proposal for the meter
contract was re?issued. The DWSD staff again debated over whether to use the drive by or fixed
base system. The decision was made to have the bidders submit proposals for a drive by system but
could also submit proposals for a fixed base system.

was shown Addendum #3 for the 2003 RFP.M explained that addendums are
ally 1ssued to answer prospective proposer’s questions and provide clarification on issues
contained in the RFP. Eitherm tellsH staff to issue an addendum in response to questions
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and inquires by the proposers or vice versa.

was asked if [ff] was present when Mayor [ came into DWSD Directorm
office and'told that the meters contract was going to be awarded to

Controls. replied that! was not present for this conversation nor had @l ever heard of it.
M clerified that it wasn’ that! didn’t recall such a conversation but that [§f] was sure it

happened ina presence. commented thatF would have remembered an incident

such asthis.
recalled being told by [{JI that they needed to go see the Mayor. asked
what wanted to talk to them about to which said n't know.
walked from their offices to the Coleman A. Y oung building and met with
office there. asked and what was the matter

with the local econoriic development (LED) creditsu
heard rumblings about |tM told that the points given for LED were too high and
that there were some pro with certain firms certifications as they were not truly Detroit based
or headquartered. explained to SA that at this time the DWSD was getting a
lot of complaints t'the application of the LED credits. tol d (I that the way the
city applied the LES credits set up the situation so that the s were the determining factor on

who was going to win a contract. then asked about the firm DLZ.
replied “what do you mean?’ then asked if asatruly aDetroit h ered
business. told that their main office was in Columbus, Ohio but that & truly did

not know were Detroit headquartered asj@l did not research it . During this
discussion thought that [{JIEEI as focusing on CM 201 015 but since DLZ
wasn't the pri contractor! wasn't sure.

the city in contracting and that @&l had

does not know when this meeting occurred but stated that it was certainly before the
ing of CM 2014. was shown a copy of Mayoral Caendar for May 4,

2006 which has an entr a meeting with and from 4:30 to 5:30.
recalled that the meeting was short and approXimately 20 minutes. This meeting is th
ad with DLZ wasthe onIy contractor discussed at this meetmgM
recaJI saying anything during this meeting. thought that it ly
unusual that wanted to seeH
It was no secret that was avocal opponent of the weight assigned to the LED credits.
% explained t initially proposed giving the LED credits a 50% weight. (S
ith that this was way too high of the Law Department was also

involved in discussions. opined that ideally you would assign a 15-25% weight to
LED. would usea 15 ght for the more complex contracts so that national firms would
still b petitive and thus submit bids and 25% weight for the standard or routine contracts. A
comprised was reached with the (S Administration staff where a 35% weight would be
assigned to LED with the caveat that they would try it for awhile and see how it went. No contracts
were identified as a sample to test the LED nor was a time frame set on when to revisit thisissue.

This effort was spear-headed by SIS of the Human Rights Department who advocated
for a 35-50% range was an appointee of Mayo and believ was
just trying to keep when& took this position. explai at with this\Righ of a
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weight given to the LED if acompany didn’t have a Detroit Headquartered Business Certification
than they could not even compete for any DWSD contracts.

directed to stay away from the Mayoral Administration staff. told

not to tal em if they called and to come and see first.

wanted to make sure that the pressure was off of and

from the Administration. added that it was unusu et an inquiry directly fro
Mayor ora Administrat they usually deal with the Director.

recalled that the Mayor’ s Office requested a meeting with the Contracts & Grants staff on
ection of the contractor for the Upper Rouge River Combined Sewer Ouitfall contract.

ended up being out of town when the meeting was held so SIS handled the
tation. The DWSD had selected Jacob Engineering for the contract. (I DIDHON

RIOEOIDE - d DIDNOI) -itended the meeting.

The 30-60-90 Day Reports are not public documents and contain more detail than is publically
released such as the DWSD’ s estimated value and time of release of the RFP. These reports were

not created during theM Admi nistration.(M created the reports and sends them up the
management chain, inchidimg IS doing the tenure. [N or the
Administration staff would be the ones to forward to the Mayor. thought that

received them when @l worked in the Targeted Business group

mentor small companies to be able to do business with the city.

I mission was t and

to Johnson Controls Inc. recalled that lodged a complaint with the BOWC
over the awarding of the ract to the Detroit Meter Partners. knew that
had some connection with (S and other contr h heard that

-Was apart of the team. Detroit Meters Alliance waspafttiered Withm but
was restructured after lled out.

The evaluation was complete for the meters contract but then the DWSD management staff started
to ask questions about the use of afixed verses drive by systems. DWSD staff took tripsto
Washington DC and Denver to see systemsin place. This was another contract where the Director
was making the final decision on who to award the contract to. There was alot of talk that the fix

wasin and that was on one of the bidding teams. M recalled hearing this
on the adio show.

does not recall who asked to compile alist of principals on the bids. The evaluation
was written on November 102/2005. explained that the memo was written at this
time because they had concluded negotiati th the two main bidders, DMP and [

was shown an email written by regarding the removal of the
ase of replacement meters from a contract. explained that as advertised the contract
would have a contractor purchasing the meters marking them up thus it was cheaper for

the department direct a different contractor to purchase the meters using a cash alowance.
Contractors are not allowed to take a mark up on a cash allowance thus the department saved

Regarding the Automated Water Meters contralfelt that “they” were steering the contract
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money.

DWSD did not have the man power to perform the water turns offs so it was decided to have a sub
contractor on the meters contract do this. The DWSD sent notices to home owners of the need to
replace their meters but even after sending five to seven of them would get no response.
commented that this should have been including in the RFP and proposals.

M suggested that SA talk to [N reoarding an investigation

cted into allegations that FEI did not pay prevailing wages to their employees on the DWSD
contracts asis required. thought that one employee was owed $70,000 in back pay by FEI.
If the DWSD finds that ractor has failed to pay employees prevailing wages they hold
payment to that contractor until the pay dispute was resolved. said @& was sure that one of
the contracts for which FEI did not pay some employees prev wages Was WS 623 and perhaps
others. came in with an attorney to dispute the results of the investigation. The DWSD
told to prove that;! had paid @&l employees the appropriate wages, but @& couldn’t, so
the department held FEI’ s payments. THiS occurred near the end of the [{JII'A dministration.

M recalled that (S was upset with the department over this.
()(6). (b) | toldm that I ran H out of business,

Regarding a text message sent by [ to (SN saving that they should have
“tweak” a contract so that they would know who isin powerw commented it usual.”

SA explained that an addendum to aRFP wasii ortly after this text message.
replied that addendums are not really a“tweak” but just responses to bidder’ s questions

roviding clarifications.

explained that all DWSD employees are directed not to have communication with bidders
rovide only public answers to the bidders, and this is supposed to be done through the
Contracts & Grants office. Any contact regarding a project should be put in writing.
believes that I should not have been meeting with bidders nor having any fo

communication with them. is not aware of any reason for [N to have met with
bidders for a contract eith added that no one outside of the DWSD should have had
contact with bidders and th mayors keep an arms length between themselves and contractors.

had heard that there was an incident between of and
ards was the low bidder on a contract but the Contract rants staff were told by

RIDE) tore-bid the contract. told thisto directly. Theinitial contract was
cancelled and put back out to bi w manager of the engineering group over

this contract.

Regarding an email from October 4, 2002, in which alist of open contracts was sent by [ to
(b)(6), (b) commented that it was unusual for the Mayor’s Office to want to know every

open contfact. is not aware of any prior or subsequent Mayor asking for this.
On occasion M called to ask the status of a contract, whether it was being eval uated,
felt th calls were appropriate.

etc. M
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SA inform% that sent atext message saying that @l needed to meet
wit and that them ontained office number. does hot recall this
specific instance but explained that id call from time to ut! was not asked about
anything unusual.

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the EPA.
It is the property of the EPA and is loaned to your agency;
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency.

OCEFT Form 3-01 (01/10) Page 5 of 5





